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DIALOGUE 


BETWE E N 
(9) A New Catholick Convert, 
A-mD-2a--::: | 
PROTESTANT. 
Concerning the Dodtrines of the . 


Trinity and T ranſubſtantiation. 


firſt thing he learns, is to believe the Trinity to be 
a groundleſs, abſurd, and unreaſonable Doctrine 
and thento believe whatever the Church teaches, 
if it be not more abſurd than the-Dottrine of the Triwity; 
this is a'great Improvement of Faith,which we Proteſtants can 
never attain to;for we cannot perſwade our Underſtandings or 
our Faith todigeſt Abſurdities: bat let us hear their Dialogue. 


'A. You cannot imagine how much 1 am overjoy'd to fee you. 
I have been big with Diſcourſe theſe three days for want of Ut- 
terance. You may remember, when we talk'd together laſt; (5) we 
parted in @ Diſpute concerning Tranſubitantiation and the holy Trinity, 
of their equal Reaſonableneſs and Authority, 1 muſt conteis I was nor 
at that tine ſo thorowly arm'd with Reaſons to ſhew you the Pa- 
rallel : But ſince I have given my ſelf a little leiſure to conſider 
of it, and I am perſwaded I ſhall be able to give you Satis- * 
faction. ma (5) This 


"]* I S new Catholick Convert begins well, for the 
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( ) miſtake, if we may gueſs at their laſt Dif 
courſe” by. 
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Salogne 3 for the is not to prove, 
Toa 1ranjuoiraniation and the holy Trinity have equal” Rein : 
ableneſs and Authority,but that neither of them are reafonable, 
or have any Authority. Now though we may allow them 
to make a with Tranſubſtantiation as they pleaſe, yet we 
cafmot: but be ſenſible of that-Diſhonqur to is done tg 
common Chiiſtianity, by expoſing the-moſtt ſacred -anduwe- 
nerable Myſtery of it tg the $6@xq-apd Derifion of Infidels 
and Hereticks. - For ſure they cannot think it any great credit 
to the Dodtring of” the Trinity; .that it cannot be proved, 
either by Tradition; Scripture, or Reaſox,'' © * > | 

B. Sir, you know I am always flag f any Opportunity to gain 
your good Company, but efpeciafly- upon ſo good an Gccafion 
is affur you, I amnox, nor eyer was, an Enemy to Catholick 
Commu: ani I ba nofed ſells Capi, Iſhapld eter ffs 
t& my {eſt 9 that which'withbrit reafonable Greunds..might+ be 
call'd a wikkal Schuilm, - ., . . _ : 

A. T have no reafbn'to donbtyonr Intepiity, ahd therefore ſhall 
not queſtion that: I ſhal only deſire the liberty to preſs my old Ar- 
gument, (c) Thit you weuld-rehy aw the elurburiv of tbe Church. T muſt 
confeſs, you have often queſtion'd the doing of it ; but I amſure, 
when you ſhall conſider there are Myſteries as well as Dodrines in 
che Obriſtian Religion, ard when'you know:that (4) Myſteries or? 
186 10 be farhan?'Z by Natural Reaſon; you mult neods gonclufie, that 
in drag Catds your (9) /aft/f. war. 30'trudt Tradition. Nowcertain- 
ly no one can giye us {a good-ap accqunt of That, as the Church. 

 (OThis.ogens the Seene,and ffiews the whole deſign of this 
Dialogue, to-bring men.to relp on the Authority of the Church; 
and .it is worth the while to.conſider, what a notable way this 


. is. The new Convert. perſwades -his ProtefFaxt Friend to 


Hing away Senſe, and Reaſon, and Scripture; and his own pri- 
vate Judgment, and to rely wholly on the Authority: of the 
Church 3 for whentheſe are out of the way, we may believe 
the Church'in any thing. No, ſaies the Proteſtant, I can't 
believe that which is unreaſonable and abſurd, whoever tells 
it me. Corvert, Don't you believe the Dodrine of the Tr3- 
itz? Proteſt. Yes, very heartily. Convert, Why then Tran- 
fabſtantiationitlelf, which you ProteiZants make ſuch a =. 
about 
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about/is'm9t more unreaſogable;and his as good foundation in 
Tradition and-Seripture , as* the Doctrine of the Trinity; 
Proteſt. Say you'fo, my Friend, then why, matt I beJieve the 
Trinity ? Conv. 'Becaiife the ChyrcAteabhes it and for the 
fame reaſon you.,.muſt, believe Tranſubſtantiatioh, - . Pro- 
teff, Hold-there, Sir }-what-if I will believe neither ?. then T 
hope I need not rely upon the Authority of the Chujch, 
Coxv. Bat you confeſs you':awalt believe the Trnity. Pro- 
tt Yes, if it be founded::oniSaripture and Tradition, .and 
do:wot eomradidt the Rat of Maikind;':as] have tho 
hitherto 3 but if you can perſwade me otherwiſe, I wil} bes 
lieveit no longer 3 unleſs:you'can telhme for. what reffon I 
muſt believe that, which T have nozeaſori to. beheve. Wretcts 
6d men || who-carenoe whar:becomes; of :Chriftian Reedigion, 
rfthey can bus eftabliſhthe Aucthorttpiof their Charch + 
care not how-twuetvthey difſhonons the Chitreh itſelf 3 for 
ts nogreat Commendation: of 'Church-Authority im matters 
of Faith; that the only- uſe of it is to make men; believe 
without Reſin, or -comradiftion to/it.' For itſcemy,were 
the Chriſtian! Faith-reaſonable; there were:no:need of telyi 

on the Churches Authority,” at teaftthey would want'one of 
the beſt Arguments to proveit, * - >. 

(d)Fhere are ſome Myſteries above Reaſon, none contrary 
to it, as Tranſubſtantiation is, - * | ER” 

(9) The univerſal Tradition of the Charch, in conjunion 
with Scripture, I grant is a very good Foundation for our 
Faith 3 but what ſhall we do, when there is no certain Tra 
dition, as he proves there is not for the Dofrine of the Tri- 
nity 3 for thongh we ſhould allow, that the fafeſt-way js to 
receive theſe Traditions from the Church, yet we cannot re- - 
ceive them from her, if ſhe have them not 3 and ſhe cannot 
have them, if there be nonez and we muſt conclude there 
are none, if they be not viſible. For the Churches word; 
whatever Authority it have, is not Tradition, 

B. Bur, Sir, to be ſhort, What relation has this to the-preſent Pa- 
rallel of the Trinity and Tranſubſtantiation? The Authority of 
the Church is a r Point as Opn as That. 
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A. Very much; For as (f) two Dotrines have equal groom 
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bow blind and yartial I wes : But I muft confeſs, beca 


nature. 


asI obſerved before; +: - * 


thi k-tiem equally grounded on Scripture, R 


| P 


ſpute with us. 


Particulars in their Order ; 


on'd and quiet a long time ; and when it came- to'd 


: ; unlimiced Miracles and Myſterjes of God. 
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from. Scripture, Reaſen, and Tradition ; ſo 'i« there the ſame Oblige- 
Fiow of your receiving one, as well as the other. And indeed I have 
ſince wonder'd at my own Profeflion, (g)whbile « Proteftant go think 
uſe we are in 
a Diſpute, it is better laying by ſuch aggravating Circumſtances; 
and indeed'I cannot but be ſenfible what Prejudices ſuch Diſcour- 
ſes always make, and therefore I ſhall ſpeak nothing moreof thae . 


(F) That is none at-all, as heattempts to prove; and if the 
Trinity have no better 'then Tranſubſtantiation:it has none, 
and then Jet bimſhow Haw. we are obliged to believe either, 


FS: GE) For what? for-not believing Tranſubſtantiation as well 
-. as the Trinity 2 Did he then, while a Proteſtant, believe the 
E- Dodrine of the Trinity -to be as unreaſonable, and: to haye 
oF no'better Foundationin Seripture and Tradition-then Tran- 
Cf ſubſtantiation? For otherwiſe he 'was 'not; partial in beliey- 
J ing one and rejeing the other, , and if he did, he never un- 
derſtood his Religion, and then no wonder that he takes $an- 
Quary,ina Church which requires no uſe of his underſtanding, 
+B.' But to Teturn;to the main Poine ;, I 'muſt cell you;” I do not 

| or 'Traditi- 
E - on ; and indeed you may remember chat was the old Point in di- 


A. (h) Well, Sir, to ou your Error, I ſhall begin with the ſeveral 

pow "48 FF, as to the Tradition ich 
ſubſtantiation, Now 'tis evident That has been: Celiver'd with leſs. 
interruption than that of the Holy - Trinity. : That Myſtery was 
queſtion'd in the very Infancy of the Church; nay, not only ſo, 
byt the 4rians prevail'd much againſt ic about the beginning of the 
Fourth. Age. Oh the other ſide, Tranſubſtantiation lay unqueſti- 


te,- there 


Y- ' was no ſuch oppoſition as that'of Ariz, tocall in queſtion the Aus 
3: thority of its Tradition ; the"Church receiv'd it unanimouſly, and 
| in that ſenſe continu'd, till raſh Reaſon attempred to fathom the 


Y (b) Here is a great mixture of confidence and fallacy : Confi- 
z dence is afferting: what is falſe, that Tranſubſtantiation has been 
q d:livered with leſs interruption than that of the Holy Trinity: for 
| none of the Ancient - Fathers make the lealt mention of- it, 
| vzither the name nor the thing was known for many hun- 
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der'd years after Chriſt. He himſelf that 
- the Fealers or not balf ſo _— in the Do@rine of Tranſab. 
ſtantiation, as t be ftery of the Holy hy oy no 
no- , 


modeſtly grants, 


yy int T1 
when he grants you may ſafely conclude —_ 
_ it : but the fallacy conſiſts in attributing 
of the Fathers about Tranſubſtantiation #o the nnqueſtionable- 
neſs of the Tradition, when it was wholly owing to the Igno- 
rance of the Dodrine: It was not oppoſed in thoſe days, be- 
cauſe they never heard of Tranſubſtantiation, not becauſe it 
was univerſally, believed 3; which is a reaſon indeed,. why it 
ſhould not be oppoſed, but not why it ſhould never be men- 
tioned. Whereas from that oppoſition, Arize and his fol- 
lowers made to the Dodrine of. the Trinity, inthe begin- 
ning of the Fourth Century, and that great alarm it gave 
immediately tothe Chriſtian Church ; it 18 evident that it was 
the received Faith at and before that time ; for otherwiſe 
"Arizs would not have oppoſed it, nor Catholick Biſhops ſo 
Zealoully havedefended it. 

B. But the Fathers arenot half ſo expreſs in the Dodrin of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, as they are in the Myſtery of rhe Holy Trinicy. 

A. That's true, and there's very good Reaſon for it : Tranſub- 
ſtantiation has not been a Dodtrine ſo long in diſpute, and 'tis 
not cuſtomary for Men to argae unqueſtionable Truths. And 
Whereas you may think that Tranſubſtantiation has of late rer 
ceiv'd ſuch ſhrewd Repulſes by your Books, Fle aflure you, you 
forget how much the true Catholick Zeal deſtroys the Seeds of He: 
reſies. Do youthink that ſo many Biſhops, not only of the. Ea- 


' ſtern, but of the Weſtern Church alſo, could be Ar:ans, and yet 


ſuppoſe that that Opinion wanted (; )as Plauſible a pretence .of Tradi- 

rion? Certainly if you conſider that, you cannot. think to oftab- 

liſh che Doctrine of the Trinity by Tradition morethan Tranſub- 

ſtantiation ; eſpecially conſidering the ſtrong Footſteps of that: 
S& even in the Fathers now extant. I would cite you ſome of 
them, but that they are not ſo much to my main Deſign, and in- 

deed my aim is Brevity. * 

(5) Arias did notlet upupon Tradition, bat upon-# pretence- 
of Scripture and Reaſon, and if Arizriſar had had fo uy 
a- pretence to Tradition, it is ftrange it ſhould have 
thought ſo new and ſurpizing a DoGtrine at that time. It was 
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in-them ; dur'if you once-yicld to: Fiparadtie Alluſions and Tied 


3 prerations, the Arjans will be as much'too hard for you, as 
+E- imagin- your ſelves to be for i anallos! Church. (») bs 
IF Both Db oxen ror Toſs, «i end both'eauall require the pb! 
' 1 the Churth s ore 4 11 

1% (Tf the Trinity canbe prov "dby'Scriprure,that is all we de. 
13 Be for] am ſure Tranſubſtantiation cannot ; and as for t&- 
reral or mba Expoſitions of Scripture, neither of them 


Te tho og uſed a ab ay SubjeX Matter and Circum. 
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; Foundation 4 if there. can ve ao Chriſtian Church without 


Baptiſm in the Name of the Father, the'Son, and the Holy 
Ghoſt; that is, without profeſiing the Faith and Worſhip of 
the ever bleſſed Frinity ; this Dofrine muſt be believ'd be- 
fore there can be any Church, on whoſe Anthority we muſt 
believe it 3 and therefore he has choſe the unfitteſt Dofrine 


to build on Charch Authority that he could have thought on. 


B. O no, ſurely the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity is more ex- 
preſs in Scriptures than fo. _ - 

A. To {atrsfie you that what Lay is Truth, becauſe I may repre- 
ſent the Parallel the clearer, (»)I will perſonate an Arian,that Sect 10 
often condemn'd by . the Ancient Church, and you ſhall ſee his 
Plea againſt the Trinity is as fair as yours againſt Tranſubſtanria- 
tion. And becaule this is the maija Parallel, 1 ſhall be fomewhac 
the longer, that I may give you.the greater latisfacion. | 

() Anexcellent part for a Rowan Catholick to aft. Weread. 
that the Devil ſometimes transforms himſelf into an Angel of 
Light, but never that an Angel of Light transformed himſelf 
into a Devil: - To Diſpute ſeriouſly, and in good earneſt a+ 
gainſt the Scripture Proofs of the Trinity, as he here dots, 
though Wirth no great underſtanding, I ſhould thiok little, 
better then Blaſphemy 3 it is what would have never beenen- 
dured in the Primitive Church, and which I think no Chri-- 
{tians of any Communion. ought to endure; for thisis not 
the concernment of any particular Church, - but of common 
Chriſtianity. But though hecan Perſonate an Arian ſo well,” 
he ſhould confider how he can diſpute againſt him. He 
yields bim all the Tj. wa Proofs for the Trinity, as not ſuf- 
ficient without the Authority ofthe Church ; the Ariaz thanks 
him for giving the Scripture-on his Gde, and is contented he 
ſhould make the beſt he can of his Church Authority; andfo: 
continues an Arian (tl. 

B. I ſhall be very glad tohear what yau —_— tothe matter. 

A. (0) Firft then, I ſay, "Tis bighly unreaſonable to interpret that 
Text, 1 John 5. 7. That there be Three im Heaven that bear record, 
and thoſe Three are One; as likewiſe 'Fobn 10. 30.1 and my Father 
are One, literally ; for iff we do,-we not only oppole Senſe and ' 
Reaſon, but we make Conſtruction dire! apainſ the very Sctip- 
are, Tobn to. 31, 3t, 33, 34, 35> 36, 37, 38. and Toby 7 20pagn 


p 
ES. TTY EOS 
F 


" 4 0.4 Sls 
23. 1 Cor. 3.8. And what canbe urg'd more againſt us in reſpeX 
of - Tranſubftantiation ? | | 

B. Very right, Sir, that Interpretation carries a forcible Rea- 
ſonableneſs, but the Dofrine of che Trinity do's not wholly de- 
pend upon thoſe Two Proots.. * 

A. Riehe, it. do's not ;; but I can give you further Demonſtrati- 
on in this Parellel. A principal Ground of the Trinity is becauſe 
the Son is ſo often calFd God in Scripture, as Fchn t. 1, 2. Rom. 9. 
5. &c. Now if we did not comply with the Catholick Church, 
and makea Literal ConſtruRion in this Caſe likewiſe,how ſtrange- 
ty ſhould we be confounded byghoſe Texts(1)where this Godbead in 
Chriſt is declar'd to be no more than Lordſhip, and ſubordinate to the Fa- 
ther, as Heb. 1.8. 9. t Cor. 8. 4, 5-1 Cor. 15. 27, 28. Rev. 3. 12. and 
Fobn 10. 35, 36. : 

B. But, Sir, our Saviour forgave Sins tao. 

A. That's true, but (2) only by a deputed Authority. You ſee when 
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the Sons of Zebbedee petition'd him; he could not grant the final 
Accompliſhment of our Spiritual Warfare, that was the Father's 
Prerogative,. Matth. 2c. 23. Ant| tho' he is to be our Judge, yet 
he knows not the time, Mark. 13. 31. 17im.6. 15. £5 
B. I muſt confeſs, theſe things a little ſurprize me ; but howe- 
ver, I cannot think theſe neither. the only Grounds that ſuppore 


that Myſtery of the Trinity. 

A. No, you are in the right ; there 'is one ſtrong Proof more; 
the making of all things viſible and inviſible is attributed to the Son, 
and that expreſly, Foby. 1. 3 Heb. 1.10 and particularly, Col. s. 
16, 17, 18, 19. But yet for all that, if we do not adhere with the. 
Catholick Church to the Literal Interpretation, we are at a loſs 
there too: For, firſt, *tis plain by the reft of Scripture, (3) that the 
Son is not cur only Maker, as appears by our Creation attributed to the 
Father ; and then if we compare thoſe 'Texts to Heb. 1. 2, 9,4 0. 
F Cor. 8.6. Eph. 3.9. Eph.4.5, 6. 1 Cor. I5. 27, 28. we cannot 
reaſonably attribute more to the Son, than his being God's Inftru- - 
ment in the Creation. . 

B. But are theſe the true and only Grounds of the Doctrine of 
that Holy Myſtery ? | | 
_ A. Yes verily; tor, (4)that we are Baptiz'd-in the Name of the Fa- 
ther, . Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is no Argument. That were as reaſonable; 
if. underſtood of Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt, as our Spiritual Governours, 
as.under the ſuppolal of cheic being Co-equal with the Father, 
I.Cor. 10. 2, 1'Cor.-12, I2, 13. 

_. (0) Ido not think thisa proper place, nor a juſt occaſion 
— tqenter into the diſpute of. the Trinity. What he here al- 


ledges, 


9) 

, has been anſwered -a hundred times over, both by. 
the ancient Fathers and Modern Writers, both Romaniſt and 
Proteſtants 3 and if he dare fay, when he has taken off his 
Arian Vizard, that they arenot well, and ſufficiently anſwe- 
red, I will be bound to defend Catholick Chriſtianity againſt 
this new kind of Liberian Roman Catholick, But it would 
move the Indignation of any good Chriſtian, though a Ro- 
man-Catholick, toſce fo Sacred a Myſtery made the Subje& 
of Wit and Criticiſm, andlittle better then Drollery, (r) that 
"Chriſt cannot be God, bccauſe hes Lord, as if he could not 
be God and Lord too; that he is not the Second Perſon in 
the Trinity, becauſe he is not the farſt, and therefore as a Son, 
eſpecially as a Mediator ſubordinate to his Father. (2)That he 
forgives Sins only as Prieſts do by « depited Amthority. (3)That 
he did not make the World, becauſe the Father madeit, and 
therefore he is but Gods Inſtrument in the Creation; as if in 
Creation, which is the immediate effe& of Divine and AL 
mighty Power,theve could be any created Inſtrument. (4)That 
we may be Baptized into the Name of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
as Spiritual Governours, when the Ancient Church thougtt 
this Form of Baptiſm to be the Foundation of the Creed, and 
there is no other difference expreſfled in the Form between 
Baptiſing in the Name of the Father, ard of the Son and Holy 
Gho ,. but the order of Perſons. 

B. But ſurely, Sir, the Arians ſhould have other Grounds to e- 
ſtabliſh their Qpinions, beſides thoſe , or (elſe your Parellel with 
Tranſubſtantiation will not be ſo demonſtrable as you conceive. 
Pray inform me a lictle further, I have a mighty deſire to under- 
ſtand a lictle better their Fundamental Principles. 

A. To fatisfie you, I ſhall. - (p) Firft, They alledge Chri# repre (en- 
ted under the Law altogether as an ingel ; for Eminency call'd the An- 
gel of the Preſence, 1/a. 63. 9. Ecel. 5. 6. Gen. 48: 15. Num. 20. 
16. Exod. 23.20, 21, 22. refer'd to 1 Cor. 10. 4, 5,9. Further, they 
colle& him to be acreated Being,trom Cel.1.15. Rew.3.14.P/al.115. 
23. 1{a.45.5. Ecclwſ.1.4,9. Ecciuje2.4:9. Sa0.0.22,23.(q) and they imter- 

et that Scripture, Thou art my Son, this day have { begotcen tiiee, 
by Ats 13.33. and 2; Pet. 1.17. As to(r) the Hly Gheft, rhey prove 
a waſt diſtance berwetn him ad the Son, by Film 16. 12, 13, 14, 15. 
and 7oby 15. 26. Beſides, th:y lay, he is no where call'd God; 
and urge for the probability o: =__ Opin:on;Rev.12.9. Rew.29.s. 

' 2 2 Ccr. 
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(10) | 
2 Cor. 4.4. For as there is an univerſal tempting Evil Power, ſo we 
RO EIIAY conclude, there may be a Good Aflifting Power, . 
withaut any neceſſity of his being God. And further, where-ever 
in the-Scriptures there is made any.mention of the "Three Perſons, 
there is always declar'd an expreſs Gradation; as 1 Cor. 12. 3, 4,5. 
2 Cer.'13. 14. Gift. and Communion from the Fellowſhip of the 
Holy Ghoſt, Grace and Adminiſtration from the Lordfhip and 
Kingſhip of Chriſt, and Love and Operation fromthe Father, the 
Supreme God,the Original Fountain,according to 'Ephef: 4 .4,5,6. 
(p)” That Chriftis called/in the Old Teſtament the Awgel of 
the: preſence, '| grant, 'but affirm alſo, that #he Angel of the 
preſence was no created Angel, but the Lord Jehovah, who 
fpake to Moſer in the Buſh, as the Ancient Fathers grant, 
- '(q)) To bethe firſt born ofevery Creature, does not prove 
that hejs a Creature, but that he was: begotten of God he- 
fore any Creatures were made, thatis, before the Creation of 
the World, and that ſignifies an Eternal Generation; for no- 
thing was before the Creation of the World, but that which 
is Etcrnal'and uncreated, as: is ſufficiently intimated in this 
very Text, x Col. 16.17, 18; andthen it isno injury to the 
Fternal Generation of Chriſt ; though we grant that he was 
begotten again at his Reſurreqion from the Dead. 
: ( Asforthe __ pirit, he is indeed called the Spirit of 
' Chriſt, and is ſaid tobe-ſent by Chriſt, as he is by his Father; 
but this proves only that he is the Third Perſon in the Trini- 
ty, and in the Aconomy of Mans Salvation, ads as a Vicari- . 
ous power to Chriſt the Redeemer. Burt his very Office to 
Infpire and, SanQifie,, and dwell in the whole Chriſtian 
Church, andevery Chriſtian proves him to be God ; not on- 
ly becauſe the-Chriſttan Church and Chriſtians are his Tem- 
ple, but becauſe no Created Spirit can-dwell in all Chriſtians. 
For what.this 'Convert, alledges of ar univerſal tempting evil 
p:wer,is no better than Manichiſae,or to aſſert an evil God. For 
-an univerſal power is a God 3 and did one Devil tempt and 
pol. $6 all bad Men,1s one and the ſame Holy Spiritdwells in all 
- 'good Men, he would b: an omnipreſent and infinite Devil, 
which is what the Marichees call an evil God, and ſure this is 
not the Dofrine of the Church of Rowe, which is a ſign 
that our Author is but a new Convert. : 
4i.Y2 B. 
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B. I muſt confeb6, Sir, theſe Opinions ſeem to make ic neceflary 
for us in thart Do&rine too, to truſt to the Authority of the Cacho- 
lick Church, and I ſhall take time to conſider a lictleupori them: 
But pray, Sir, what ſay you. to the Reaſons of thetwo Dodtrines? 

A. Really, (/) Sir, I mu# tell you, I think rhat Parelle] much the 6a: 
feft. *Tu ftrange new Arithmtick to a man, to tell him, Three diſtin 
Perſons are one and the ſam: Individual Nature, and thermo call fuch 
a onethe moſt Pure and Simple Bzing ; and that eſpecially when 
they are declar'd to have various Intellefual Powers, as appears 
by Fon 16. 12, 13, 14, I5. and Mark 13.31. I Tim. 6.15. As 1, 
7.. For my part, I cannot tell well how che Prejudice of Educa- 
tion could poſſibly digeſt a thing ſo unreaſonable, were it not a 
Divine Myſtery. I am ſure, (7) to my carnal Reaſon, there may be 
as well. Three Hundred Perſons in the Godbead, as Three ; and I know 
not what can be faid of Tranſubſtanciation,: that: is ſeemingly 
more abſurd than Thar. fr 2 1:0 4 

B. I muſt confeſs, Sir, I have had ſtrange, confus'd, -and ſur- 
prizing Thoughts of it my ſelf ; but I always apprehended the 
Chriſtian Church a ſufficient Guide. 

A. If you did, Sir, pray conſider who that Catholick Mother is 
you ſo obey/d; and as you have receiv'd the Trinity, ſo receive' a 
- Doctrine equally as reaſonable, and- deliverd by : Her, 7ravſ«b- 

ſtantiation. ' T know the Ingenuouſneſs of your Temper, and yoit 
promisd me at firft not to be a wilful Schiſmatick ; and theretore. 
I have hopes my Reaſons, and your Conſideration, will be ſuff- 
cient to reduce you to Catholick Communion, 

.". B. Sir, I (hall conſider of it ; but as yet you only ralk'd to me at 
large : I ſhall defire one Favour of you betore we part; Pray ſtate 
the Parallel a little ſhorter, I ſhall de better remember it. 

A. Well, Sir, I ſhall. Firſt, the Tradition of one Doctrine can- 
not be ſtrenger than another, where both have been at leaſt equal- 
ly queſtion'd. *Secondly:, *Tis as reaſonable to take This «: my 
Boay, literally, as it isto take theſe Texts, I and wy Father are one 
God over all bleſſed fot ever; and By bim all things were made, with- 
out reference to other Scriptures, and a Figurative Interprecation. 
And laſtly, I chink-to human Reaſon 'tis as*equally unreaſonable, 

-and as ſeemingly repugnant, to ſay One is Three, as it is to ſay a 
Body is not what it appears. 

_ B.Very well,I ſhall defireno more of younow:Fle anly takea lie- 
tletime to confider,and then you ſhall know my mind more freely. 

A. Farewel; and God give you his Holy Spirit to inſtruct you. 

(/) And now we are come to the main Point, Whether the 
Doctrine of the Trinity be asabſurd and contradictious as the 
| _ Doftrine 
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Dodrive of Treanſubſtantiation, which God forbid it ſhould 
be: I amfſure the Arithmerick is very good ; for Three Per- 
ſons and one/Nature, is no, bad Arithmetick. To ſay; that 
there'are Three Perſons. and but One Perſon, and but One 
Nature, and yet- Three Natures, had been no good Arithme- 
tick; but a plain- ContradiQion, that Three are One; and 
One Three in: the ſame _ which God himſelf cannat 
make true; but Three Perſons and One Nature is no Contra« 
diction, how incomprehenſible ſoever it may be. He has made 
it a Contradiction indeed by ſaying, That Three diitin@® Per. 
ſons are one and the ſame Individual Nature ; but whoever be- 
fore ſaid, that the Perſon is the Nature, or that the Divine 
Nature is an individual Nature, or a Nature appropriated to 
one Perſon, whichis the fignification of an individual Natare. ' 
{ ſuppoſe he had heard ſomewhere of individu Trinitas, and 
this he miſtook for an individual Nature. - Theſe are indeed 
ContradiQions, and new invented Herefies, but this is not 
the Catholick DoGrine of the Trinity. PAL. 

(t)We cannot indeed comprehend how Three diſtin&Per- 
fons ſhould ſabfiſt in one Nature, for we fee no example of it 
in Nature ; for in finite Creatures, one finite Nature is con- 
fined to one Perſon; but a finite Nature, I hope, is no rule 
for an infinjte Nature, and therefore an infinite Nature may 
be common to more Perſons than one, though a finite Nature 
cannot 3- and it may be, 1t is as intelligible how Three diſtina& 
Perſons may ſubſiſt in one infinite Nature, as how three diſtin& 
Faculties can bein the ſame finite Soul; by which Compari- 
ſon the Ancients explain'd the Doftrine of the"Trinity, ' The 
Omnipreſence, Omniſcience, Omnipotence, Eternity of God, 
areas much above. our Comprehenſion, as a Plurality of Per- 
ſons in the Deity 3 and if men will but allow, that God is in- 
comprehenlible,this can be no Objection againſt the Dodtrine 
of the Trinity, Natural Reafon 1ndeed cannot diſcover the 
Plurality of Perſons in the Godhead, and therefore I can give 
no Reaſon why there ſhould be Three Perſons, and neither 
more nor leſs ; as the Plurality of Perſons, ſo the number of 
them depends wholly upon Revelation ; and the Scripture aſ- 
fares me, there are but Three, and therefore | believe no more. 
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And becauſe there are no more, therefore I believe it is im- 
pious to ſay, That there may be as well Three Hundred Perſons 
in the Godbead, as Three, © , © 

Thusthe Dofrine: of the Trinity, tho it be aboye the com- 
prehenſion of our finite min4s, as every thing 'muſt bs, which 
ts infinite, yet it does not contradidt any neceſfary Principle 
of Reaſon; as Tranſubſtentiation does, which is contrary. to 


- Senſe and Reaſon. Whether any Body be Bread,or Fleſh, fall 


under the notice of Senſe, and therefore our Senſes muſt. jud 
of itz and all our Senſes tell us, that the conſecrated Bread _ 
Wine, is Bread and Wine (till, not Fleſh and Blood; ſo that 
we have greater evidence againſt Tra»ſubſtantiation, than we 
can have againſt the Trinity; for wt have the evidence of 
Senſe, that it is not Fleſh, but Breadz and no man can pretend 
to ſuch evidence as this, that there are not Three Divine Per- 
ſons inthe Godhead, and this makes ſome difference between 
them. - rig 

As for Reaſon, if we cannot underſtand, what the Proper- 
ties of a Body are, we canknow nothing and therefore this 
sa proper Objet of human Reaſon, though the Trinity isnot z 
and if our Reaſon diſcover a great many Abſurditics, and Con- 
tradiftions, and Impoſlibilities in Traryſubſtantiation, we muſt 
confels, that itis abſurd 2nd impoſlible, as to take natice of 
ſome few. 

To ſay that the Subſtance of the Bread is turned into the 
natural Fleſh of Chriſt, *which ſuffered on the Croſs ſixteen 
hundred years ago, isto ſay, thatthe Body of Chriſt is made 
today, which was 1600 years ago, which is a ContradiGion.; 
for what was made 1600 years ago, cannot be made to day, 
unleſs it was 1600 years before it was made; or was made 1600 
years after jt was made, and thus the ſame individual Body 
muſt be, and:not beat the ſame time. 

It is eflential to theſame Body to. be but in one place at a 
time, and yet all confeſs, that the Body of Chriſt is whole and 
intirein Heaven, how then is the ſame Budy at the fame time 
onthe Altar? nay,on as many Altars as there are in the Chri- 
ftian World, at the ſame time. : 

The BoJy of Chriſt in Heaven has the juſt Proportians and 
is 


; Fu 


ES "" re = , 
— As: # ks. = 5 T's 2 > "7 & 4 ta *."f 6 < 
” þ . : > v a £3. id - wr ad x , A 1 , 
"7 Sas & 4 = wag! C - 4 - | "+; ba Ya * Po _ 
+ ” f 


G . - 
- 


without any extenſion orviſtin&tion -of : parts; whole aid en'\ 
tire inthe feaſt Crumb of Bread; now-for the ſame individual 
Body to be extended, and not extendedat the\{amerimey\ is 
ronfrathicehy” 41d tho we'could-fuppaſeitharcChtift:could 
beſtow-ſuck«ſapernaturel kigd of Exiftence'oihis Body, ay 
to ſubliſt without Extenlion of: patts, yet how can the Tame 
Body it the ſame-time be extended-and not! extended, - 4s 5t 
maſt be; if the ſame Body be extended'in Heaven, 'and not + 
extendedinthe Hat.” The Sabramental Body of Chriſt: is 
cloat hed with the Species of Bread, isit:fo*m Heaven-too? if 
not, how is' the fame Body at the ſamerime, with and withont 
the Species of Bread ? © 'The Sacramental Body of Chriftishis 
dead and broten Bedy; theBody- of -Chrift in Heaven & ali. 
ving,glorified Bodys'now if this be the fame Body, rhe ſame 
Me 2 muſt be dead and alive, broken.and whole 'at the lame 
time, - T4 | | 
The Romanifts tell us, that the conſecrated Bread is the 
whole Body of Chriſt, /Fleſh:and Blood too, which muſt. go 
togetherz and yet *that the conſecrated - Cup 1s the. natural 
Blood of Chriſt ſhed.out of his Body 5 fo that it feems, the 
fame Body on the Altaris both broken and whole, and the 
fame Bloods in his Veins, and _ out of them at the 
fame time.” Now 4 would'ask, Whether Chrift in Heaven 
have any Blood, which is ſeparated from his Body ;. if + he 
have nor, then how is the conſecrated Cup, which is his Blood 
{hed for us, and thereforeout of his Body, that'natural Blood © 
'which Chriſt now has in Heaven, where to be ſure, he has 
ng Blood, which isont of his Body, and therefore that Blood, 
whichiSout of hisBody, cannot be his natural Blood, 'which 
he now has in Heaven. SITY 
When our Author has digeſted theſe Abfurdities and Con- 
tradictions, I can eafjly furniſh him with more z and'can there 
be agreater'cotitemipe'of the -ever' blefſed 'Trunzity, thai to 
"compare ſo {acred and' venerable a Myſtery, to'the-molſtiab- 
'fard Dofrine, which wasever invented by Men.” + ' - * 
Fe will be in vain to pray to:God to give ww bis Holy Spirit 
#0 initruF ws, till we firſt learn to believeour own. Senſe and 
'Reaſon, © wy 2 04 CGD. 
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